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Project Notification and Review System
American Samoa Coastal Management Program
Economic Development Planning Office
American Samoa Government

Pago Pago, American Samoa 96799

Attention: Mr. Lelei Peau, Manager
Coastal Management Program

Subject: Final Environmental Impact Assessment
Joint Cannery Outfall
Pago Pago, Harbor

Enclosed is the FEIA for the Joint Cannery Outfall. As we discussed in September, this
document includes the DEIA by reference and provides responses to all comments
received on the DEIA. There were no comments that resulted in a change in the pro-
posed project. Most comments required clarification only. No new information was
generated or is presented in the FEIA.

Some material from documents referenced in the DEIA is provided to clarify certain
response to a limited number of the comments. This material was taken from the Fea-
sibility Study, the Use Attainability Study, and the Mixing Zone Application and Techni-
cal Support Document. All of these sources are described in the DEIA.

Additional coordination and consultation was developed with the Harbor Master’s Of-
fice, the Director of Port Administration, the Department of Wildlife and Marine Re-
sources, and the Department of Public Works., These efforts were made to respond to
specific comments as indicated in the FELA. The contacts resulted in no changes in the
project and only some minor adjustments in the construction activities in and around the
park.

THEM RILL Jan Francisco Office A28 Chiisiie Avenue. Suite 500 A15,602.2428
Emernveille, CA 94408 Fox 415.562.0482
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October 28, 1991

PDX30702.PA.EA

We believe that the Environmental Impact Assessment process has been successfully
completed and has provided all of the technical information necessary for the decision
making process involved in the issuance of permits. Construction of the pipeline in the
harbor can begin with the issuance of the Land Use and Building Permit and the Corps
of Engineers permit. A water quality certification (for construction) and a park activity
permit have been issued. The Corps of Engineers permit can be issued as soon as the
coastal consistency certification is issued.

As you know the schedule for completion of the joint cannery outfall is constrained by
the consent agreement between the canneries and the American Samoa Government.

We appreciate your attention to the remaining Land Use and Building permit and
Coastal Consistency certification as soon as possible.

Please call on us for any assistance we can provide. Thank you for your time and con-
sideration of this matter.

Sincerely,

CH2M HILL

Steven L. Costa
Project Manager (Environmental and Permitting)

Enciosure: FEIA

¢c: distribution list of DEIA
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This Final Environmental Impact Assessment (FEIA) has been prepared to docu-
ment the compliance with environmental regulations by the Joint Cannery Outfall
project in Pago Pago Harbor, American Samoa. The Joint Cannery Outfall is pro-
posed to replace the existing outfalls in the inner harbor. The new outfail will dis-
charge treated wastewater approximately 7000 feet closer to the harbor mouth than
the existing outfalls. The new outfall, with a multiport diffuser, and with the grant-
ing of a zone of mixing, will result in compliance with water quality standards in

Pago Pago Harbor.

The outfall design incorporates a number of mitigation measures to minimize envi-
ronmental impacts during construction. The outfal] will be an unburied, high densi-
ty polyethylene pipeline along a completely submarine route. No dredging, trench-
ing, or filling will be required for the pipeline placement. A small staging area in
Pago Pago Park is proposed for the few months for construction.

The outfall design, the proposed mitigation measures, and the environmental im-
pacts of the project are described in the Draft Environmental Impact Report
(DEIA) of August 1991 and the documents included in the DEIA by reference.
The FEIA includes the DEIA by reference and provides the additional following
information:

. A brief project purpose and description (summarized from the DEIA
for convenience of the reader) and a description of the organization

- of the FEIA
. Reproduction of the comments received by the American Samoa Eco-

nomic Development Planning Office through the Project Notification
Review System and the responses to those comments

. An update to the consultation and coordination section of the DEIA

A total of six letters or lists of comments was received from the Project Review
Notification System agencies with 52 comments for which responses were prepared.
The public comment period closed September 6th, 1991 following the first public
hearing. However, a second public meeting was held to address specific concerns of
the villages closest to the discharge location and responses were prepared for com-
ments that were received until October 2, 1991. The letters essentially reflect the
issues discussed at the public hearings. There appear to be no outstanding or unre-
solved issues that have not been adequately addressed by the DEIA or the FEIA
response to comments. Sufficient information and public input has been compiled
in order for decisions to be made regarding project permitting.
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2. INTRODUCTION

This section of the Final Environmental Impact Assessment (FEIA) is intended to
provide a brief summary of the project, formalize the inclusion of the Draft Envi-
ronmental Impact Assessment (DEIA) by reference, summarize the sources of the
comments on the DEIA that are responded to in the following section, and outline
the organizaticn and objective of the FEIA.

2.1 BACKGROUND

The American Samoa Water Quality Standards (ASWQS) require that the waters
within Pago Pago Harbor that receive the wastewater discharged from the StarKist
Samoa and Samoa Packing Company canneries must not exceed specified contami-
nant concentration limits. These standards require that median values not exceed
0.2 mg/l for total nitrogen (TN) and 0.03 mg/] for total phosphorus (TP).

The canneries discharge treated wastewater into Pago Pago Harbor. The effluent is
treated by dissolved air flotation with chemical precipitation. In addition the can-
neries have implemented high-strength waste segregation. However, to comply with
the ASWQS the canneries propose to replace the existing outfalls with a single joint
outfall. The discharge location will move from the inner harbor to the outer harbor
and a multiport diffuser will be added to the outfall. A mixing zone will be
required in order to meet ASWQS.

The present waste load from the combined discharge of the StarKist and Samoa
Packing canneries has been significantly reduced because of the canneries’ imple-
mentation of high-strength waste segregation and open-ocean disposal of such
wastes. The high-strength waste segregation operations began in August 1990. The
resulting nutrient loading reduction was estimated to be about 50 to 60 percent of
the total presegregation waste loads of TN and 20 to 30 percent of TP.

The suite of alternatives considered for wastewater treatment and disposal was com-
prehensive and is summarized in Section 3 of the DEIA. The selected alternative
included the presently implemented DAF and high-strength waste segregation and
the relocation of the discharge location. The final selection of the preferred alter-
native was a selection of outfall design and effluent discharge location.

The proposed joint cannery outfall consists of an unburied marine pipeline located
on the bottom of Pago Pago Harbor. The cannery pipeline will convey the
wastewater effluent from the canneries to a location approximately 7000 feet toward
the seaward end of the harbor (as measured along the centerline of the harbor).
The total length of pipeline is approximately 8400 feet. The outfall will terminate
with a multiport diffuser in about 180 feet of water.
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The proposed outfall pipeline will originate on land at the same location as the
existing cannery outfalls. The pipeline will be attached to an existing dock and
enter the harbor at the terminus of the dock fronting the canneries. It will be
placed unburied on the bottom of the harbor so that dredging or filling will not be
necessary. Where the pipeline crosses the entrance to the Trading Point cove in a
water depth of about 40 feet it will be covered with pre-cast semi-circular concrete
sections for protection from anchor damage.

From Trading Point seaward the pipeline wili be placed approximately paralle] to
the coral reef in water depths between 60 and 180 feet. The pipeline will follow
along the coral reef easterly between Trading Point and the Pago Pago Harbor
navigation range line. The pipeline will then approximately follow the harbor navi-
gation range line until reaching the diffuser area between Ava Point and Anasosopo
Point.

The pipeline will terminate offshore of the coral reef in about 180 feet of water.
The diffuser will be located east of the Pago Pago Harbor navigation range line to
avoid interference with vessel traffic and anchorage. The diffuser configuration is
based on modeling results using published EPA guidance and EPA published hydro-
dynamic models UMERGE and UDKHDEN. The diffuser design provides maxi-
mum feasible initial dilution at desired locations in the harbor and is configured to
maintain a plume trapped below the surface.

The requested zone of mixing is located offshore of the eastern shoreline of the
harbor between Anasosopo Point and Ava Point. The analysis of mixing zone size
was based on worst case conditions. The dimension requested is bounded by a
circle centered on the midpeint of the diffuser 1300 feet in radius or by the 30 foot
contour whichever is closest to the center of the diffuser.

2.2 RELATIONSHIP TO DEIA

This FEIA includes the DEIA by reference. The purpose of the FEIA is to
respond to comments on the DEIA. The comment letters and lists were compiled
by the American Samoa Economic Development Planning Office. A total of six
letters/lists was received with a total of 52 comments. The sources of the comments
on the DEIA are described in Table 3-1 below. All references cited in this FEIA
are found in the References (Section 6) of the DEIA.

2.3 FEIA ORGANIZATION

This FEIA is organized into an Executive Summary (Section 1) and three additional
primary sections. This section provides a brief description of the project. Section 3
is the main part of the FEIA and presents the comments on the DEIA and the
responses to those comments. Section 4 is a brief update on the ongoing coordina-
tion and consultation required and carried out as a part of the project permitting.
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3. RESPONSE TO COMMENTS

This section of the FEIA presents responses to comments on the DEIA. The for-
mat used is intended to facilitate the easy identification of: the source of comments,
the content of comments, and responses to specific comments. The comment let-
ters (or lists) are summarized above in Table 2-1. Each section below addresses
one letter (or list); for example Section 3.1 addresses letter number one in Table 2-
1. The letter is reproduced as received with comment numbers added to the mar-
gin, the extent of the comment, as responded to, is indicated by the vertical bar in
the margin. Each comment identified in the margin has a specific response
assigned to it. As an example comment 1-5 refers to the marginal indication of 5 in
letter number 1 and is addressed in the response to comment 1-5.

Table 3-1. COMMENT LETTERS
LETTER NUMBER AUTHOR AND ORIGINATING
(OR LIST) OF DATE OF GROU?P OR
NUMBER | COMMENTS LETTER AGENCY
1 10 Lelei Peau American Samoa
Oct 2, 1991 Economic Development Planning
Office
for the
Project Notification Review System
2 21 Sheila Wiegman American Samoa
Sept 5, 1991 Environmental Protection Agency

(comments from Public Hearing)

3 5 Pati Faiai American Samoa
Sept 16, 1991 Environmental Protection Agency
4 6 Michael Dworsky American Samoa
Sept 6, 1991 Power Authority
5 3 Henry Sesepasara American Samoa
Sept 11, 1991 Dept. of Marine and Wildlife Re-
souIces
6 7 Silila Patane American Samoa
Sept 16, 1991 Dept. of Port Administration

Harbormaster’s Office
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3.1 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES FOR LETTER NUMBER 1

American Samoa Economic Development Planning Office
for the

Project Notification Review System Committee
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AMERICAN SAMOA GOVERNMENT
PAGO PAGO, AMERICAN SAMOA 96792 E(‘fﬂ\;’%’gl\‘f

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PLANNING OFFICE SERIAL#0011
October 2, 1991

Mr. Steven L. Costa

Project Manager

CH2M Hill

6425 Christie Avenue, Suite 500
Emeryville, CA 94608

RE: Comments on Draft EIA: Joint Cannery Qutfall, Pago Pago Harbor

Dear Mr. Costa:

This letter follows your FAX Memorandum dated September 27, 1991 regarding the
status of the Joint Cannery Outfall Environmental Review and Permitting process. I
hereby transmit comments from the Project Notification Review System (PINRS)
agencies involved in the EIA review. These agencies include the Department of Port
Administration, the Department of Marine and Wildlife Resources, the American
Samoa Power Authority, the Department of Parks and Recreation, the American
Samoa Environmental Protection Agency, and the Economic Development Planning
Office. In addition, two public hearings were conducted in American Samoa to solicit
comments from the general public. The PNRS Committee hereby submits the following
comments:

(1)  Mixing Zone:

The Final EIA needs to incorporate traditional fishing experience by the villagers in
addition to the other criteria already described for the proposed mixing zone. In the
event of a water quality violation with the new pipeline, will the two canneries share
responsibility (and consequences) for the violation? (Although this issue will ultimately
be decided upon by the appropriate regulatory agencies and incorporated into permiit
decisions, would the pipeline owners at this time like to offer their advanced proposal
for resolution of future water quality violations, as such may facilitate issuance of
permits?)

(2) Staging Area and Construction-Related Impacts:

3 s the park soil sufficiently compacted to handle the weight of the pipes and transport.

4

vehicles? Are the existing paved public roads able to handle the weight of same during
transport? Wil traffic in the park area be impacted, and what means of traffic control
and signage will be used to minimize traffic jams?

33



Comments to Draft EIA
Joint Cannery Outfall Project, Pago Pago Harbor page 2

from the main dock to the staging area. The plan shall include close coordination with

6 The Final EIA should detail a transportation plan and schedule for hauling the pipes
DFW on road conditions.

7 Will the two canneries' operations be disrupted during the construction phase? If so, in
what manner and how will impacts be mitigated?

(3) Operational Impacts:

gff How will the pipeline be monitored (inspected) and maintained? Who will be
responsible and what is involved in periodic inspection? What is the contingency plan

E for a break in the pipeline? How and by whom will repairs be made? Is the necessary
equipment for all of the above on-island?

(4) Anchoring of the pipeline: .

The Port Administration has submitted comments (attached) regarding the actual
location of the pipeline with respect to potential anchorage impacts. The Final EIA
10Qff must provide written verification that close coordination with the Port Administration
has in fact already occurred, which shall include an agreement on all issues regarding
the responsibility for pipeline anchorage and insurance that it comes to rest along the

designated contour.

Additional comments from other agencies are also attached.

Thank you for allowing the PNRS to comment on the proposed cannery pipeline. We
look forward to reviewing the Final EIA. Upon receipt of the Final EIA, the American
Samoa Coastal Management Program will render a decision on the federal consistency
determination. In addition, a meeting will be convened of the PNRS Comumittee to
render a decision on the Land Use Permit. If you have any questions regarding any of
these comments or procedures, please do not hesitate to contact either myself or
Richard Volk at (684) 633-5155.

Sincerely,

Lelei Peau, Chairman
Project Notification Review System
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Comments to Draft E[A
Joint Cannery Qutfall Project, Pago Pago Harbor

page 3

cC

Norman Wei, Start Kist Samoa Seafood Company
James Cox, Van Camp Seafood Company (Samoa Packing)
Dyke Coleman, Chairman, EQC

Pati Fai'ai, Sheila Wiegman, ASEPA

John Faumuina, Richard Volk, EDPO

Tula Solaita, David Herdrich, DPR

Maurice Callaghan, Starkist Samoa, Inc.

Michael Macready, Samoa Packing Company
Leroy Ledoux, Silila Patane, Port Administration
Henry Sesepasara, DMWR

Abe Malae, Mike Dworsky, ASPA

Virginia Gibbons, AGO
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Response to Comment 1-1

Shoreline fishing experience in Pago Pago Harbor was discussed in the Use Atiain-
ability Analysis and Site-Specific Criteria Analysis (CH2M HILL 1991). That infor-
mation was summarized in the DEIA (Section 4.1.2.1). Some of the information is
reiterated below, for the readers convenience, and the implications of the location
and size of the mixing zone are then discussed.

The American Samoa Department of Marine and Wildlife Resources (DMWR) is
conducting an inshore sampling program. However, the data collected were not
available at the time of the preparation of the Use Attainability Analysis. DMWR
did provide a qualitative summary of observations to date for Pago Pago Harbor
(DMWR 1991) which is given in the Use Attainability Analysis.

The American Samoa Office of Marine Resources conducted a survey of 13 shore-
side villages on Tutuila Island in 1978 to 1980 to document current fishing practices
and the resultant catch (Wass, undated). This study measured fishing effort exerted
and catches of fish and invertebrates made by subsistence and recreational fisher-
men on the fringing reef or shortly beyond. Six of these villages were located in
Pago Pago Harbor. The results of this survey are summarized in the Use Attain-
ability Analysis (Table 4, page 15). The data used in the 1978 to 1980 Shoreline
Fishery Survey appear to have been from the reef area defined as within the 8-me-
ter (26-foot) isobath.

The Corps of Engineers Coral Reef Inventory (COE 1981) also qualitatively sum-
marized the shoreline fishery of Pago Pago Harbor. General observations regarding
the Inner, Middle, and Outer Harbor areas in this report are given in the Use At-
tainability Study and the DEIA.

Sections 4.2.1.2 and 4.2.2.2 of the DEIA indicate no short or long term impacts to
fisheries or water quality from the proposed project. There is no anticipated impact
on the traditional fishing practices or the catch per unit effort due to the location of
the mixing zone. The following points are of particular importance to this issue:

. The plume will remain submerged below the depth of traditional
fishing activities most of the time. When conditions are such that the
plume surfaces the initial dilution is higher than for a submerged
plume and the mixing zone will not be shoreward of the 30-foot con-
tour.

. At any given time the actual area exceeding water quality standards is
much smaller than the area of the mixing zone described in the
DEIA. The actual area of the "effective” mixing zone that will exceed
water quality standards under average conditions is less than 5 per-
cent of the total mixing zone area shown in Figure 3-5 of the DEIA.
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. Water quality (in terms of nutrient concentrations) is actually predict-
ed to improve in the area around the diffuser location, outside of the
effective mixing zone, in response to the combination of high strength
waste segregation and the relocation of the cutfall. [Based on histori-
cal data for water quality sample stations 8 and 8A.]

Response to Comment 1-2

Preliminary discussions with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
have already been held on this point. Each cannerv will be required to have indi-
vidual NPDES permits. Monitoring will be required of each cannery’s effluent. If
a water guality violation occurs and there is clear evidence that one of the canneries
is at fault the violation will be ascribed to that cannery. If it cannot be ascertained
that one of the canneries is at fault then the violation will be ascribed to both.

The canneries will be developing an agreement for the operation of the joint cutfall
(examples of existing agreements are available as models). This agreement will
address the question of permit violations. However, until draft permits are issued
by USEPA and a mixing zone permit is written by American Samoa Environmental
Quality Commission, a final agreement between the canneries cannot be
established.

Response to Comment 1-3

The area of the park proposed as a staging area is low lying and is the site of a
previous landfill. The design engineering firm and potential contractors have exam-
ined the site. Some filling may be required (DEIA, Section 3.1.4.2). The pipe is
not heavy and does not require extremely large or heavy equipment to move it
The pipe is manufactured in 40-foot sections which two men can lift and move.
The park will be revegetated and returned to its original (or better) condition after
pipeline construction is finished. Mr. Andy Smith of the American Samoa Depart-
ment of Public Works (DPW) has requested that the contractor coordinate the
placement of fill with ASEPA and DMWR and have the fill plan reviewed and
approved by DMWR (personal communication, 9 October 1991).

Response to Comment 1-4

As stated in the response to Comment 1-3, the pipe is not heavy (16-inch diameter
HDPE) and its transportation will not result in extraordinary load weights for public
roads.

Response to Comment 1-5

Impacts on tratfic will be negligible. Approximately 6 to 10 truck trips will be need-
ed to move the pipe and all associated equipment and supplies to the park over a
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2-day period. Approximately 80 loads of fill may be required over about a week to
10 days. During the time that concrete is delivered to the staging area for the fabri-
cation of collar weights there will be only one (at most twao)) concrete truck deliver-
ies per day. Peak hour traffic (2-way count) in the vicinity of the park is 500 vehi-
cles per hour at Korea House and 1000 vehicles per hour at at the Development
Bureau. Truck traffic is about 2 percent of 10,000 to 12,000 ADT. There is good
sight distance at the entrance to the park. Special signage and traffic contro! mea-
sures will not be required according to Mr. Smith of DPW (see response to com-
ment 1-6).

Response to Comment 1-6

As described in the response to Comment 1-5, it is not anticipated that a transpor-
tation plan will be required since the number, size, and weight of trucks is will not
have a noticeable impact on traffic or road conditions. Mr. Andy Smith of DPW
was contacted by telephone by CH2ZM HILL on October 9th, 1991 and agrees that
traffic impacts are not a problem and that special planming or other measures will
not be required. DPW will require that the trucks not be overfilled and that the
road surface at the entrance to the park be kept clean.

Response to Comment 1-7

The operations of the two canneries will not be disrupted during the construction of
the joint outfall. Operations near the dock will be coordinated between the canner-
ies and the contractor to minimize interference with either operation. The switch
from the present outfalls to the new joint outfall will be a relatively fast operation

(a few hours) and can easily be coordinated to be done during a time when effluent

is not normally discharged.
Response to Comment 1-8

The pipeline will be inspected and maintained by the canneries under an agreement
for the operation of the joint outfall. The design engineer recommends an annual
inspection for the first three years and at five vear intervals thereafter. An inspee-
tion is also recommended after extreme storm events or if the outfall does not ap-
pear to be operating normally. Inspection of critical areas can be done by visual
inspection by a diver. Inspection of the entire pipeline would be less frequent and
may be done with a remotely operated vehicle (ROV). Small ROVs with video
cameras are readily available and can be shipped to American Samoa easily.

Response to Comment 1-9
Materials 10 repair damage to or breaks in the pipeline will be kept in American

Samoa. These materials include stainless steel connectors and lengths of pipe. A
break could invalve the installation of a single connector or, in more extreme cases,
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the removal of a damaged piece of pipe and the installation of a new section with
two of the connectors. This type of repair is routinely used on water supply and
wastewater pipes. In the shallower sections the repairs can be accomplished by
local diving contractors. For deeper sections the repair would require a diving
spread more involved than what is available locally. However, there are many
commercial diving contractors that could mobilize and be on site within a few days.
With all required materials stored in American Samoa foreseeable pipeline damage
can probably be repaired within a week.

Response to Comment 1-10

Specific comments from the Harbormaster’s Office are addressed in Section 3.6
below. The previous coordination with the Harbormaster’s Office includes the
following:

. In November of 1990 Andrew Resnick and Dale Jensen of Makai
Ocean Engineering twice talked to Silila Patane, the Harbor Master.
Discussions were carried out that covered all of the comments in his
letter (Section 3-6) with specific reference to the location of the an-
chorages and with reference to the location where large ships turn on
anchor. It was indicated that anchorages are discretionary and deter-
mined by the Harbormaster. It was also stated that there would be
no problem having ships needing to turn on anchor to drop anchor
west of the range line and thus avoid any interference with the pipe.

. In June of 1991 Andrew Resnick and Dale Jensen of Makai Ocean
Engineering met with Mel Makiwi and went over sheet number one
of the preliminary final design (Appendix B of the DEIA). It was
agreed that the project would work.

. In July of 1991 CH2M HILL contacted Leroy Ledoux and he was
faxed a copy of the project description and a list of issues to be dis-
cussed. CHZM HILL was referred to Mel Makiwi who was contacted
by telephone on July 22, 1991. Harbor operations and anchorages
were discussed. A copy of the anchorage areas as previously de-
scribed to Makai Ocean Engineering was faxed to Mr. Makiwi and he
returned a revised version which is shown on Figure 4-4 of the DEIA.
It was indicated that Anchorage 1 was most used. Concern was ex-
pressed about ships dragging anchor in Anchorage 2 during high
winds.

. On October 7, 1991 representatives of Samoa Packing Company,
StarKist Samoa, and ASEPA met with the Silila Patane to discuss the
project and the concerns expressed in his comments on the DEIA.
The following week representatives from the cannery also met with
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Leroy Ledoux to further address the concerns of the Port Administra-
tion. The result of these meetings was support of the project by the
Port Administration and agreement that their concerns had been
adequately addressed. A letter from the Port Administrator, Leroy
Ledoux, to Patai Faiai of ASEPA documenting that the concerns of
the Port Administration have been addressed is included in Section 4
below in response to the request included in the comment.

3-10



3.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES FOR LETTER NUMBER 2

American Samoa Environmental Protection Agency
from the
Public Hearing of September 5, 1991
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AMERICAN SAMOA ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

Comments from the Public Hearing on
Proposed Cannery Pipeline in Pago Pago Harbor
September 5, 1991

It would seem to be better to locate the pipeline discharge outside of Pago Pago Harbor.
Why do the regulations prohibit this? (Dr. Peter Craig, DMWR)

You say the concentration of discharge stays below 70 feet. What will happen in ten
years? What will be the concentration of the waste near the beach? Will the waste go
near the shallow areas? Are you sure of your calculations? How about the bacterial
content? Where did the stuff on the beach come from last week? (Chief from Aua
village)

What type of power will be used to transport the waste through the pipeline?
What effects will happen if you move the discharge to the open ocean?

How far is the reef line from the difuser? Just move it out further and then it won’t come
back into the harbor.

Why are you concerned about the ocean?
Manaia Filiaga, Chief, citizen

I am a certified diver and I measured the distance from the reef to the diffuser and it’s
only 30 feet. I live and fish there and I’'m concemed it is so close. (Man from Aua).

You seem confident in stating the waste material will move from the harbor, yet no full
seasonal cycle of drogue studies in Pago Pago Harbor was completed. The major
circulation in the harbor is wind driven. If so, do the predominantly south southeast
winds push it back into the harbor? (Pam Knudsen, DMWR)

What will happen if there is a violation of the mixing zone permit? Would the two
companies be jointly responsible for violations? (Richard Volk, ASCMP)

What is the method for fixing the pipeline in case of breakdown? e.g., if a boat puts its
anchor there and damages the pipe?

How do you repair the pipe at 170 ftf? Do you have to bring in a team with a
decompression chamber? What will happen if the pipe breaks? What will happen if the
pipe breaks? What backup for waste disposal does the cannery have? Will the cannery
shut down? (Peter Craig, DMWR)

What is the cost of completing the pipe? What is the cost for construction beyond the
harbor? Who bears the cost of the pipeline? People from Yacht Club and sportsmen
were not asked their opinion. I am concerned that the south east trades could blow the
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waste to the shore. (Jim McGuire, citizen)

20]]

21 E 10. There will be problems if the pipeline is not extended. The nearby village does not fully
understand. (Manaia Filiaga, Amaua village)
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Response to Comment 2-1

The 1989 Revision of the American Samoa Water Quality Standards (ASWQS)
prevent the outfall from being located in the open coastal waters. Open coastal
waters begin seaward of a line between Breakers Point and Niuloa point [ASWQS
24.0201(m) and (n}].

Discharge of industrial waste material is prohibited [ASWQS 24.0206(d)(2)(B)]. In
addition the standards water quality for open coastal waters are 130 and 15 micro-
grams per liter of total nitrogen (TN) and total phosphorus (TP), respectively.
[ASWQS 24.0207(f)(2) and (3)]. These concentrations are very close to open coast-
al background levels (which are approximately 120 and 30 micrograms per liter for
TN and TP, respectively. This means that the definition of a "reasonably sized"
mixing zone for existing cannery nutrient loadings is not feasible.

The reason why the regulations are written as they are is a complicated question
with both philosophical and legal overtones. A complete discussion of the reasons
is not required by the intent of the DEIA or FEIA preparation, However, the
authority for the ASWQS is described by section 24.0203 of the ASWQS:

The standards of water quality and the classification of the waters of the Territo-
ry of American Samoa, according to their present and future beneficial uses,
have been prepared as required by the Federal Water Pollution Control Act of
1972, as amended, and in accordance with the territorial Environmental Quality
Act, 24.0101 through 24.0169 ASCA.

Response to Comment 2-2

This and comments 2-3 and 2-4 express understandable and valid concerns about
the results of the studies done for this project. Under most conditions the plume
trapping level is predicted to be below 70 feet. This will not change over time. The
predictions are based on steady state calculations (the predicted concentrations of
TN and TP will not, on the average, vary with time unless the loadings from the
canneries increase). However, the predictions used for the mixing zone accounted
for future increases in loading.

The predicted concentrations of TN and TP near the beach can be determined
from the calculations presented in the Engineering and Environmental Feasibility
Evaluation of Waste Disposal Altermatives (CH2M HILL 1991) and from specific
data presented as a part of the mixing zone application. Along the shoreline closest
to the diffuser the concentrations of TN and TP will be below the American Samoa
Water Quality Standards of 200 and 30 micrograms per Iiter, respectively. The
concentrations will be lower than those associated with the previous inner harbor
discharge locations. Only within the mixing zone (in deeper water) will concentra-

3-14



tions exceed the standard. This will normally be a small area (see response to com-
ments 1-1).

All calculations were done using accepted scientific and engineering methods.
Quality control and quality assurance steps were taken throughout the studies. The
predictions are based on worst case conditions always using conservative assump-
tions. The predictions probably indicate in higher concentrations than will be
observed.

Response to Comment 2-3

There.is no known bacterial component in the cannery effluent that is harmful to
marine life or poses a human health concern.

Response to Comment 2-4

The source of the material that recently washed onto the beach is not known.
Some attempts have been made to characterize the material. ASEPA may have
more information by the time this FEIA is published. Some plant fibers were found
in the material which does not indicate the canneries as the source.

Response to. Comment 2-5

Effluent will be pumped through the outfall. The present plan is that each cannery
will have an independent pumping system, but the pumping will be coordinated
between the two systems.

Response to Comment 2-6

Moving the discharge to the open ocean will reduce the concentrations within the
harbor somewhat. However, the change will be relatively small compared to the
proposed plan of high strength waste segregation and an outer harbor discharge
location.  Discharge under the proposed conditions will meet water quality
standards. Discharge into the open ocean will not meet standards (see response to
comment 2-1).

Response t0 Comment 2-7
The reef line (where the reef flat ends and the steep reef face begins) is about 600

feet from the diffuser location. Figure 3-5, and the preliminary plans in Appendix B,
of the DEIA shows this relationship.
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Response to Comment 2-8

See responses to comments 2-1 and 2-6 above. Moving the discharge point from
the inner harbor to the proposed location will result in meeting the ASWQS
throughout the harbor (with a zone of mixing allowed). Moving the discharge point
further out into the harbor will have a small additional effect on TN and TP con-
centrations. Moving the discharge farther out will also result in potential violations
of open coastal water quality standards. The latter point is discussed in more detail
in the respense to comments on letter number 4 (see response to comment 4-1
below).

Response to Comment 2-9

The concerns behind the comment are understandable and have been carefully
considered in all phases of the studies involved in this project. Other comments ad-
dressed the same question and underlying concerns. Please see comments 2-1, 2-6,
and 2-8 above; reference to comment 4-1 below may also be useful.

Response to Comment 2-10

Apologies are extended to the commentor. There was apparently a misunderstand-
ing of the question during the public hearing. The 30-foot distance is about the
distance from the reef line to the edge of the mixing zone. The diffuser location is
about 600 feet from the reef line (see response to comment 2-7 above).

Response to Comment 2-11

The concern expressed by the commentor from Aua is recognized. There is no
expected impact on fisheries including traditional fisheries in Pago Pago Harbor.
Please see the response to comment 1-1 above and the sections of the DEIA that
discuss this point referenced in that response.

Response to Comment 2-12

The predictions of concentrations in the harbor were made based on diffusive type
dispersion alone. Net (long term average) currents were not explicitly used in for-
mulating the predictions. The predictions were calibrated and verified using actual
data on loadings and concentrations throughout the harbor. The Feasibility Study
and Appendices to that study describe the model and model approach in detail.

Using what information is available about currents in the harbor (summarized in the
Feasibility Study) it is concluded that the current pattern in the vicinity of the
diffuser will be favorable. The flushing of material from the diffuser location will be
better than accounted for by the model. This reflects the conservative nature of the
modeling, analysis, and prediction of TN and TP concentrations.
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It is not known quantitatively how much effect currents will have. Considerably
more data would be required for that to be determined. However, it can be stated
qualitatively that with the known current pattern better conditions will result than
predicted by the model.

Response to Comment 2-13

As described in the Feasibility Study and the DEIA, the predominant winds result in
a current pattern as shown in Figure 4-1 of the DEIA. In the vicinity of the pro-
posed diffuser the currents due to these winds result in a seaward transport of ma-
terial at both the surface and particularly at depth where the effluent plume will be
trapped.

Response to Comment 2-14
Please see the response to comment 1-2.
Response to Comment 2-15
Please see the response to comment 1-9,
Response to Comment 2-16

Please see the response to comment 1-9. Repairs at 170 feet would require diving
services from outside American Samoa and a decompression chamber and surface
air supply diving equipment would be required.

Response to Comment 2-17

‘The canneries have limited storage capacity for effluent. It is possible that a break
in the pipe, especially in deep water within the mixing zone, would not result in
water (uality violations under average discharge conditions. The action of the can-
neries would depend on the conditions of the operational permits from ASEQC and
USEPA. It is possible that the canneries would have to discontinue operations, un-
der some circumstances, until repairs were made. For this reason the decision has
been made to have repair materials stockpiled in American Samoa. A prearranged
agreement with a diving firm(s) may also be considered.

Response to Comment 2-18 e — #

rlosl

The canneries have budgeted $3 million to construct the outfall. The cost to con-
struct beyond the harbor was not specifically addressed during the recent studies.
However, the Feasibility Study includes information which can be used to estimate
the cost of such a pipeline. As the length of pipe increases the cost per foot de-
creases, up to a some point, However, a longer pipeline may require a larger diam-
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eter pipe and construction near or beyond the harbor mouth would be more diffi-
cult due to sea conditions and deeper water.

Using Figure 5-6 from the Feasibility Study a rough idea of costs versus length can
be estimated. Appendix E of the Feasibility Study provides more details of the cost
estimates. The cost per foot for extending the pipe beyond the proposed location
will not decrease significantly from the cost per [oot of the proposed length. Near
the harbor entrance the cost per foot will begin to increase.

It is not unrealistic to consider that construction from the presently proposed loca-
tion to the mouth of the harbor would approximately double the cost of construc-
tion. Beyond the mouth of the harbor the cost would increase significantly. In
addition maintenance, operational, and inspection costs would increase considerably
for such an outfall,

Response to Comment 2-19

The puhlic hearing and comments on the DEIA provide a forum for the public to
express their opinion about the project. The proposed outfall is not a sudden de-
velopment, but is the culmination of many years of studies, project analysis, and
development.

Response to Comment 2-20

Southeast trades are the predominant winds during a large part of the year. The
circulation induced by those winds was addressed in the Feasibility Study and de-
scribed in the DEIA (Figure 4-1). Those winds result in a current pattern favorable
to flushing for the location selected for the outfall diffuser. Please Se€ responses to
comments 2-12 and 2-13,

Response to Comment 2-21

Concerns of the villages in the vicinity of the outfall and diffuser were recognized
and understood. A second public hearing was held to address those concerns.
Responses to other comments from this list (letter number 2) also address those
concerns. Especially responses to comments 2-2, 2-3, 2-4, 2.7, 2-8, 29, 2-10, and 2-
11.
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3.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES FOR LETTER NUMBER 3

American Samoa Environmental Protection Agency
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AMERICAN SAMOA GOVERNMENT
PAGQ PAGO, AMERICAN SAMOA 96799 inraply rofer

QFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Serial: 400

SEPTEMBER 16, 1991
To: Chairman, PNRS

From: Director, American Samoa
Environmental Protection Agency

Re: Proposed Cannery Pipeline ElA Comments
We would like to provide the following comments on the proposed cannery pipeline EIA.

§l.  On page 3-13, it states the ASEQC has permit authority over the environmental impact
' review process. This is not correct. The EIA was prepared as a portion of the Land Use
Permit application package. The ASEQC acted as one contact point for cannery officials
and consultants, The public hearing was a jointly held but Development Planning Office

(PNRS) and ASEQC for expediency.

2i2. In sections 4.13 and 4.2, the recreational and industrial aspects were not discussed.

303 On p 4-19, what will be done about accidental oil spills, containment, and clean up?

4I4. On p 4-19, during the pipeline deployment, will there by any specific migration or
breeding lime for aquatic species in the area? More specilics may be needed on this.

5 5. On p 4-17, if the pipeline were to run a littie further before making the sharp turn, the
anchorage arca (#2) would be less alfected.

Please contact Sheila Wiegman ol my staff should you have any questions on the above

cominents,
él R
,_(7L ¥, Lﬁ&/ Zi j
p .

ali Faial ()a

ce: Envirommental Coordinator
Enforcement Braach
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Response to Comment 3-1

The comment is correct. Ms. Sheila Wiegman of ASEPA provided coordination for

environmental permitting. Required permits and review agencies are listed in Table
5-1 of the DEIA,

Response to Comment 3-2

Section 4.1.3 is a description of the environmental setting and Section 4.2 is a de-
scription of the environmental consequences. As described in the Executive Sum-
mary of the DEIA the environmental setting was described only to the level
required to describe the environmental consequences.

Recreational aspects of Pago Pago Harbor include the entire range of body contact,
- boating, and shoreline activities normally associated with nearshore waters and
embayments. The zone of mixing application submitted to EQC considers recre-
ation in the analysis of protected uses listed in Section 24.0206(c)(2)(A) of the
ASWQS. Some recreational boating activities may experience temporary impacts
during construction (but no major interference). All activities including recreational
boating are expected to experience potential improvements (beneficial affects) be-
cause of improved water quality.

Industrial uses of the harbor will not be impacted (except as noted below) and thus
were not described in the environmental setting. The extension of the outfall to the
outer harbor and the granting of a zone of mixing will allow the canneries to contin-
ue operation. There is a potential benefit for industrial use with improved water
quality and it is noted that industrial water supply is a protected use of Pago Pago
Harbor waters [aswqs 24.0206(c)(2)(A)(VIL). The following are excerpts from the
Zone of Mixing application for the joint cannery outfall:

The operation of the canneries and the improvement of water quality in Pago
Pago Harbor are both clearly in the public interest. The canneries provide a
significant portion of the economic base of American Samoa and account for
nearly 90 percent of the private sector employment as described in the Use At-
tainability and Site-Specific Criteria Analysis. The improvement of the water
quality of the harbor is important for enhancing and encouraging the tourism
segment of the local economy. Improved water quality in the harbor also en-
hances the quality of life the citizens of American Samoa and the ecological
health of the harbor.

The discharge of wastewater is necessary for the continued operation of the can-
neries. 1t is not feasible for the cannery discharge to meet ASWQS at the point
of discharge (POD). In order for the canneries to continue operations a zone of
mixing is required. Granting a zone of mixing for a relocated outfall will allow
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continued operation of the canneries as well as provide a significant improve-
ment to the present water quality standards.

Compliance with the water quality standards at the point of discharge would
require that effluent concentrations be reduced by a factor of over 1000. This is
not economically or technically feasible. Conformance to the standards at the
POD would force the canneries to cease operations or modify operations in a
manner that would significantly reduce their economic benefit to American
Samoa. Extension of the outfall and permitting of a mixing zone will improve
water quality and allow continued operation of the canneries.

Response to Comment 3-3

A suggested mitigation measure to handle accidental oil spills is presented on page
4-25:

The contractors will be required to take appropriate measures to prevent and
clean up accidental spills of any liquids or solids, especially gasoline, oil, grease
and epoxy.

All suggested mitigation measures were provided to the design engineer and were,
as appropriate, included in the bid documents for potential contractors. Additional
conditions could be placed on the construction permits as required.

Response to Comment 3-4

Informal and formal consultation was carried out with the National Marine Fisher-
ies Service (NMFS). The initial response by NMFS was included in Appendix A of
the DEIA. A copy of the formal response in connection with the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (COE) permit is included in Section 4 of this FEIA. There appear to
be no critical times for aquatic species; if there were, NMFS would request a permit
condition on the COE permit to protect and rare or endangered species. (U.S. Fish
and Wildlife Service declined to respond to the Section 107 consultation request by
the COE indicating no concerns within their Jjurisdiction.)

Response to Comment 3-5

The comment is correct. However, examination of the detailed bathymetric data
acquired during the feasibility study indicates that this would result in an undesir-
able profile for the pipeline. The result would be high spots along the run of the
pipeline which could lead to undesirable accumulations of gas in the pipeline. The
design engineer selected the pipeline route to avoid this problem and still minimize
interference with the anchorage.
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3.4 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES FOR LETTER NUMBER 4

American Samoa Power Authority
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American Samoa
' Power Authority

Tn reply refer to:

September 6, 1991

P.G. Box PPB

Pago Pago, American Samoa 96799
Facsimile No. (684) 644-5005
Phone (684) 644.5251

American Samoa Coastal Management Program
Economic Development Planning Office
American Samoa Government

Pago Pago, American Samoa 96799

Subject:  Joint Cannery Proposed Pipeline
Dear Mr. Viena:

As Wastewater Division Manager of the American Samoa Power Authority (ASPA),
and as a Sanitary Engineer closely associated with the earlier Cannery Wastewater
Studies from 1985-87, I have reviewed the final report and appendixes of the
“"Engineering and Environmental Feasibility Evaluation of Waste Disposal Alternatives",
the contract documents consisting of the design specifications and drawings for the
construction of the Cannery Proposed Pipeline and the Draft Environmental Impact
Assessment. I offer the following comments when the PNRS committee considers
preparing a Land Use Permit and ASEPA (Sheila Wiegman) considers possible permit
considerations.

The conclusion of all the data leading up to the EIA is that:

As the effluent discharge Jocation is moved from the head of the harbor toward
the mouth of the harbor the allowable loadings become higher and the associated
zones of mixing become smaller (P3-8).

The EIS does not address sufficiently why the line was not extended out further to
reduce the zone of mixing, nor is it clear that the point of proposed discharge is not the
minimum acceptable point. From the public hearing yesterday, I was not convinced that
the location proposed is necessarily the best position or the only position. It appears
that the outfall could be extended 1500 feet further out into the "outer” harbor,
without impacting what CH2M-Hill considers the "ocean waters” or the "open
coastal waters". The Water Quality Standards define the Pago Pago Harbor with a
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fline drawn from Blunts Point to Breakers Point. By extending the line out
approximately 1500 feet, the outfall would discharge in deeper water. The depth of the
loutfall if lengthened would appears from the nautical charts to go from 28 to 34
|fathoms. It would be located offshore of the tank farm, which would avoid discharging
near the villages, and perhaps of more importance it would avoid discharging on the
tharbor side of Toasa Rock which is a significant rise in the hatbor floor just off
dAnasosopo Pt.

P The Water Quality Standards also state that “No part of shoreline or barrier or fringing
| rcof shall be included in any zone of mixing”, From the public hearing it appears that
the proposed zone of mixing which will be required clearly abuts the wall forming the
| reef. It is unclear to me that the plume and the captured discharge will not impact the
[reef wall even though the plans and the model show that the plume will remain
[ submerged. This is another reason to extend the line and move it further away from the
ireef line. (see attached)

Coordination with the American Samoa Port Administration and the U, S, Coast
Guard will be made fo assure minimization of navigation interference during
construction and operation of the pipeline (P3-13).

iresponsible for arranging for the Coast Guard to indicate the location of the
Ipipeline in its publications and charts and, if possible, secure a restricted
lanchorage area to protect the pipeline, have the pipeline route included on
INOAA navigation charts and provide evidence that the American Samoa Port
|Administration has taken the necessary precautions to minimize damage to the
Ipipeline as part of their standard operating procedures.

Maintenance and repair of the marine pipeline appears to present a distinct
disadvantage. The pipeline will typically be in more than 100 feet of water and
will be difficult and relatively expensive to repair if damaged, and detected,

It is recommended that the permits require that contingency plans including
funding, materials, areas of responsibility, possible fines or cannery closure
should be considered and prepared for in advance of the system failing.
(Although, it is in the canneries interest to keep the outfall system working, it

5

2
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also may be difficult for enforcing agencics to detect violations). There should
be an operation and maintenance manual prepared as part of the design. In
addition, the rcpair procedures designed and developed as part of the design,
should also be included in the permits.

I cannot find much information on the pumping arrangements that will be utilized by
each cannery. The extent of the construction contract and the EIA is only for the
outfall. T believe that both the LUP and NPDES permits (or some other
appropriate documents) should require the canneries to provide written
operating plans and maintenance manuals of the pumping arrangement. The
permits should require the canneries to have backup pumps available on island
and other spare parts. Although, as mentioned earlier, it is in the canneries interest
to operate wiscly and efficiently, we all know how things break or end up getling

bypassed.

Thank you for allowing me to comment on the proposed cannery pipeline. Iam highly
confident that both CHZM-Hill, and Makai Ocean Engineering are responsible
organizations with excellent reputations. Although the canneries in the past have done
everything they could legally do to avoid this project, they have now exhausted their
options and are committed to comply with the consent agreement. | do not have any
significant problem with that which is proposed except for my comments described

above,

cc: Sheila Wiegman, ASEPA

T

Michael Dworsky, Captdin, USPHS
ASPA-Wastewater Division Manager
EPA Construction Grants Manager
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Response to Comment 4-1
Please see response to comments 2-1, 2-6, 2-7, and 2-9.

Figure 3-5 of the DEIA (attached to this comment letter) shows a region of poten-
tial diffuser locations. This area was determined as described in the excerpt below
taken from the mixing zone application:

The requested zone of mixing is located offshore of the eastern shoreline of the
harbor between Anasosopo Point and Ava Point. The center of the diffuser
(center of the zone of mixing) is approximately at Northing 305,100 and Easting
263,700 as shown in Figure 1. This location may change slightly during final
design and construction. However, the center of the mixing zone will be within
the Iimits for potential diffuser locations shown on Figure 1.

The location of the requested zone of mixing was determined based on a feasi-
bility study conducted by CH2M HILL (1991), referred to as the Feasibility
Study in discussions below. The analyses done during the Feasibility Study
indicated a range of potential diffuser locations that would result in compliance
with water quality standards at anticipated discharge conditions and meet other
criteria as discussed below. The location proposed as shown on Figure 1 near
the south end of the area of potential locations was selected based on the fol-
lowing factors:

. Water Quality Standards for Pago Pago Harbor: the allowable loading
of total nitrogen (TN) and total Phosphorus (TP) was predicted for loca-
tions in the harbor between the closed end (head) and open end
(mouth) of the harbor. The allowable loading was considered the load-
ing that would result in compliance with 1989 Revision of the American
Samoa Water Quality Standards (ASWQS) throughout the harbor (ex-
cept within the zone of mixing). As the effluent discharge location is
moved from the head of the harbor toward the mouth of the harbor the
allowable loadings become higher. However, a mixing zone will be re-
quired regardless of the loading or location.

° Water Quality Standards for Open Coastal Waters: the standards for open
coastal waters are more restrictive (lower TN and TP concentrations)
than for within Pago Pago Harbor. In addition the ASWQS prohibit the
discharge of industrial waste into open coastal waters. The open coastal
standards therefore limit the potential location of cannery effluent dis-
charge. The discharge location must be far enough from the mouth of
the harbor to allow sufficient mixing to occur 1o keep the mixing zone
within the harbor.
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. Joint Cannery Loadings: A waste load allocation study has been done
for the American Samoa Government:

A Waste Load Allocation Study for Pago Pago Harbor, American
Samoa. Hydro Resources International, 1989, Report for American
Samoa Environmental protection Agency.

This study indicated that the total allowable TN and TP loadings (total
maximum daily loadings, TMDLs) depended on location of the dis-
charge point. Wasteload allocations (WLAs) for the individual canner-
les were also discussed in the referenced report. For the purpose of lo-
cating a discharge point during the Feasibility Study a total anticipated
maximum future loading was used based on projections and estimates of
each cannery. These estimates are discussed in a Technical Memoran-
dum presenting the details of the mixing zone determination and geome-
try provided as Attachment 2 to this application (referred to as the Mix-
ing Zone TM in discussions below).

. Cost of Construction: The length of the pipeline depends on the location
required for the assumed loading, As described in the Feasibility Study
the cost of the pipeline increases with length, However, the cost per unit
length is not constant and varies with total length, flow rate, pipe ma-
terial and other factors.

A careful consideration of each of these factors using available data, new data
collected specifically for the purpose, models and engineering analysis was made
to select the location of the discharge and mixing zone. The background and
preliminary findings are presented in the Feastbility Study; the methods used to
arrive at the final determination of the mixing zone characteristics are presented
in the Mixing Zone TM.

Examination of the proposed location of the diffuser and the area recommended for
diffuser location shows that it is not the minimum acceptable point (shortest possi-
ble pipeline). Bathymetric and shoreline features and their relation to potential
circulation patterns were also considered in the final diffuser site selection. The
selection of the "best" position does involve some professional judgement, particu-
larly as to the degree of conservatism (safety factor) to apply to the model predic-
tions involved in the analysis. CH2M HILL does not recommend diffuser sites
outside of the area indicated on Figure 3-5 of the DEIA with additional data collec-
tion and analysis.

Response to Comment 4-2
It may be possible to extend the outfall an additional 1500 feet as suggested without
impacting open coastal waters. However, the analysis done by CH2M HILL, in-

cluding the model predictions, are not sufficient to support that suggestion. The
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models used were for application to Pago Pago Harbor and did not include a large
area of open coastal water adjacent to the harbor. A model that could account for
a sufficient area of the adjacent open coastal area would need to be constructed,
validated, calibrated, verified, and run to strongly support moving the discharge
closer to the harbor entrance. This would probably require additional data and/or
data analysis for the model input. A more sophisticated model and long term wind
records (at the harbor entrance) would be required.

Bathymetry from the nautical chart is not as detailed as that acquired during the
Feasibility Study. Examination of that data shows that the route proposed in the
comment could result in high spots in the pipe and a more substantial rerouting
would be required to move the diffuser farther seaward.

Response to Comment 4-3

During times when the plume is submerged the trapping level is predicted to be
about 70 feet below the surface. The plume may impinge on the steep wall sea-
ward of the reef flat but will not impact the reef area shoreward of the reef wall.
The American Samoa Water Quality Standards Section 24.0208(c)(3)(H) has been
interpreted, in terms of a fringing reef, to apply to the area landward of the reef
line (line where the relatively horizontal reef flat transitions to the steep wall bor-
dering the reef). Such an interpretation, in the absence of any definitions in the
water quality standards, appears reasonable and prudent. Some definition must be
applied or the case can be made that the reef extends almost indefinitely.

Response to Comment 4.4

A permit requirement that the Coast Guard be notified of the location of the pipe
and include that in pertinent publications is reasonable and was presented as a
potential mitigation measure in the Feasibility Study. The National Ocean Service
of NOAA publishes nautical charts and should also be notified. The question of
restricted anchorages was discussed with the Coast Guard and it was determined
that such an area can not be defined by the Coast Guard. Please see response to
comment 1-10 and responses to letter number 6 for additional discussion of coordi-
nation with the Port Administration.

Response to Comment 4-3

Please see response to comments 1-8, 1-9, 2-16, and 2-17 for discussions of mainte-
nance, repair, and cannery operations. See response to comment 1-2 and 2-14 for
discussions of violations.

The preparation of operations and maintenance manuals is generally a decision

between the designer/supplier and the facility operator. It is unusual to require
documentation of this nature as a permit condition; it is more usual to require the
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Operator to be responsible for the permit limitations on effluent characteristics and
water quality parameters. If the operator determines that operations manuals are
useful to meet permit limitations, then the decision to acquire such documentation
is made at the operator’s discretion.

Response to Comment 4-6

The EIA is prepared for the construction of the outfall. The construction and oper-
ation of the pumping system is not permitted as a part of the outfall. Existing facili-
ties will be modified as required, or new facilities installed, to adequately move the
effluent through the outfall. Please see the response to comment 4-3 in connection
with operating and maintenance manuals for the pumps.

It may be prudent for the canneries to have spare pumps (or parts) on hand. How-
ever, permit conditions generally regulate effluent and water quality. conditions. If
the operator determines that spares, operations manuals, or other documentation
are useful to meet permit limitations, then the decision to acquire such documenta-
tion is made at the operator’s discretion. If the canneries believe spares would be
useful in avoiding violations then they may decide to keep them on hand. The deci-
sion to require operations plans, operating and maintenance manuals, and spare
parts inventories as a proposed permit condition is, of course, the decision of the
permitting agencies.
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3.5 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES FOR LETTER NUMBER 5

American Samoa Department of Marine and Wildlife Resources
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AMERICAN SAMOA GOVERNMENT
P.O. BOX 3730
PAGO PAGO, AMERICAN SAMOA 96798

TEL: ( 684 ) 633-4456
FAX: ( 684 ) 633-5944

PETER T. COLEMAN Serial:0097-91 HENRY SESEPASARA
Governor . Director

GALEA'| P. POUMELE PHILIP LANGFCRO
Lt. Governor Deputy Director

11 September 1991

TO: Lelei Peau, ASCZM Manager )
FROM: Henry Sesepasara, DMWR Directd ( <€;;]
SUBJECT: Conditions for Joint Cannery outfall Project EIS

We are pleased that the canneries are making progress toward relocating
the outfall pipe to the outer harbor. We do however, have several
concerns regarding the proposal to locate the staging area along the banks
of Laolao Stream and the harbor sheoreline.

As you are aware, we usually require a 25 foot no management/disturbance
buffer along the riparian corridor to protect stream bank integrity. 1In
this case we_are particularly concerned about the type and size of
equipment to%%sed and stored in the area. Because Laolac Stream is not

1 "pristine" ie., previously disturbed, we will reduce the riparian buffer
requirements to 10 feet-no disturbance-along the riparian corridor. This

buffer should be roped-off and flagged conspicuously.

damage and should be situated 25 feet from landward edge of riparian
buffer. The applicant should indicate the dimensions, materials and
design of the ramp. Precautions should be taken when anchoring to aveoid

3 weakening of the harbor banks. Any disturbed ground cover should be
replaced immediately.

2EThe temporary harbor ramp should be constructed to minimize shoreline

Pk
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Response to Comment 5-1

A ten (10) foot setback from the stream bank was indicated as a mitigation require-
ment for construction impacts in the DEIA (page 4-26). The design engineer
(Makai Ocean Engineering) was supplied with a list of the suggested mitigation
requirements for inclusion in the bid documents supplied to potential contractors as
appropriate. Roping and flagging this area was not indicated in the DEIA and
should be included as a permit requirement if appropriate. The design engineer
was advised of this requirement by telephone on October 4, 1991, (See response to
comment 5-3 below for more discussion on this point.)

Response to Comment 5-2

The purpose of the temporary ramp is to minimize disturbance to the harbor shore-
line and minimize impacts to water quality. The suggested mitigation requirement
includes a provision to minimize shoreline damage during ramp placement and
removal. The design engineer was supplied with a list of the suggested mitigation
requirements for inclusion in the bid documents as appropriate. The additional set
back for the temporary harbor ramp was conveyed to the design engineer on Octo-
ber 4, 1991. This requirement was not included in the DEIA and should be
included as a permit requirement if appropriate.

Response to Comment 5-3

The banks of the harbor are low and lined, or partially lined, with rip-rap in the
area where the ramp will be located. It is anticipated that the ramp will be approx-
imately 30 feet long. Based on discussions concerning this comment it has been
determined that the contractor will coordinate the design and placement of the
ramp with DMWR. DMWR and the contractor have made a site visit to the park
to clarify the setback requirements at the mouth of the creek. DMWR has suggest-
ed that the actual prparation for installation of the ramp be carried out under the
direction of DMWR and ASEPA to form a good connection to the shoreline by the
temporary ramp. The pipe is relatively light and easy to handle so that it is not
expected that the ramp will damage or weaken the harbor banks. One of the previ-
ously suggested mitigation measures includes restoring the park to its original condi-
tion and re-vegetating areas as necessary (see DEIA, page 4-26). Additional condi-
tions required should be included in the permit conditions as appropriate.
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3.6 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES FOR LETTER NUMBER 6

American Samoa Department of Port Administration
(Harbor Master’s Office)
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AMERICAN SAMOA GOVERNMENT

PAGO PAGQ, AMERICAN SAMODA 968794 1A raply reter ta-
BEPARTMENT OF PORT ADMINISTRATION Serial: #14
HARBORMASTER'S OFFICE HMO/MM/otal
16 September 1991
Tos Miss 8hile Wiegman
Director, ASEPA
Vin NMreactor of Pore Adminiscration
From: Harbor Masgter
Quhjeact: Joint Cannery OQutcfall

U have just raead tha article in the Samoa News of the Publie Hearing haeld

at the Rainmaker Hotel. Thursday September 5, 1991 regarding the proposed
route end outfall nf the canneries waste water system. Unfortunately,

our Department was not represented at that Nearing for commexnts.

Ae a membar of the public and also the Harbormaster, it is indeesd a walcoma
Indication whenever ludustry is concerned ahout the impact of waste in our
harbor and are willing to undertake some form of effort to lessen impurities

Band comply to water quality standards. Rowever, the proposed project cer-
i tainly reduces innar harbor mixing of waste water but im all indication,
i transfer the mame mituation to our outer harhar and reef fringes.

;Statemente made by Mr, Gosata of UH2M Hill that natural currents will flush
| tha outfall area to faa is ratheyr unsound as Pago harber has.not emptisd
out years of mccumulated waste, As a matter of apinlon and years uf

[ tbasrvations, {t seams wharever laaves the harbor, returns. One csn
;avtunlly Ace the wrll of disncelored water move haok and forth into our
Lharbor. Ve are just as anxious as the resesarchers racommanding thia pro-
(posal that this current flow ie fact and not wait another ten yearsg and
Kfind thay are wrong. Statement wag made that the sita for the outfall

wag determined by environwental, englneering, financial and maintenance
factors. 1 think someone forgot aconomic henafits in which our anvireon-
mental ecqlogy 18 being sacrificed!

However, the purpose of writing this letter is to refute Mr, Resmich etate-

ment that the lavout of the pipaline was ensurad by the Harhovrmaater that
slilp'e amcliors @ill hot drag ar threaten to puncture or tesr the pipelipe,
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Mias Shilla Wiecgman
Jeint Cannery Outfall
Puge —2-

e e e . et e e e S e B e a2 i S i e Tt o o e o et R LA LA A Mt Ak M P oLt L B i it o AR i S B0 ) ot 4 g Ve $red e e Lo . i B St P Tk A Al bt

As a nmarvcer of fact the proposed pipeline rune over part aof our anchorage
.;3Enrea. Qur earlier recommendetion was to lay it ou top of the reaf ovr
!  alongaide tha road to clear the anchorage avea. We have no wey of
guarantee that ships anchors will not damage the pipaline eapecially aftar
a vasgal 1a at anchotr and clear-off the line and should high winds occur
alfter anchorage, the anchor will not drag and tear the lines.

g Atiother guggestion was to place the linegs ag near to the edge of tha reef
H2s possihle a0 that even if high prevailing winds occured, the pipeline

{will be onfe and protected. Teking nota of the layout, it seema that the
H1ina 18 set an the efght to ten feet fathom curve. Should this line fall
Hdue to slippage to the twenty fathom barcmetrice curve, it will alse be in

Hehe anchorape depth and arca.

As part of my dutias and vesponsibilities as harbormaster, I must ensure

6 gafe passage, safe berthing, mooring and anchorage of all vessel traffic
in and out of the harbor. The propased line 1s in one of our degignated
anchorage asrea. Tha nead for solutions to salve our water quality sten—
dards with in our harbor {a essential to our health, living warine

7 resources, estuary a8 wall as habitat for these vosouvces. Wise ufge ang
planning to maximlee benefits should alweysg be our objectivas,

Thank you for your veoncerns regarding the proposed plpe line and to taka
into consideracions gome of outr comments on this 1ssue.

Sincerly,

R T hianina il Tt
IhA PATANE -

Copy to:
lteputy Director, Fort
Fort/Aypot Eupineer
cAdminlgtrative Officer, Port
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Response to Comment 6-1

Extensive analysis and model predictions were done to investigate and characterize
the flushing of the harbor. Material discharged to the harbor waters will not remain
indefinitely but, on the average, will leave the harbor at the same rate as input to
the harbor. Discharge location in the harbor determines the steady state concentra-
tions of material in the harbor. An inner harbor discharge results in higher concen-
trations in the harbor than an outer harbor discharge location. Return flow of har-
bor water through the entrance does occur. However, the effect of return flow at
the harbor mouth, due to tidal current reversals, is implicitly included in the model
predictions because of the way the model was calibrated. Responses to comments
2-2,3,and 4, comment 2-12, and 2-13 also discuss aspects of this comment.

Response to Comment 6-2

.Environmental, engineering, operational, regulatory, and economic factors were all
considered in the selection and proposed design of the joint cannery outfall. The
location of the outfall diffuser was primarily controlled by water quality standards as
applied under the assumption of continued cannery operation. A number of
responses to comments in letters 2 and 4 address the reasons for the selection of
the location of the diffuser. See, for example, responses to comment 2-1 and re-
sponses to comments 4-1 and 4-2.

Response to Comment 6-3

During the public hearing Mr. Resnick of Makai Ocean Engineering did not state or
intend to imply that the Harbor Master had ensured that the pipeline would not be
threatened by ships anchors. The canneries recognize the potential danger to the
pipeline and Mr. Resnick and Mr. Costa described the measures that could be tak-
en to minimize this danger. These measures are described in the Section 4.3.1 of
the DEIA and additional recommendations were made in the Feasibility Study pre-
pared by CHZM HILL (the cannery’s consultant) referred to in the DEIA. In par-
ticular the notification of the Coast Guard, the National Ocean Service, and the
American Samoa Port Administration of the location of the pipeline will result in
advice to mariners and location on appropriate charts. The pipeline route can, if
required by the Harbor Master, be marked by buoys which will be maintained by
the canneries.

Coordination with the Port Administration was conducted prior to the publication of
the DEIA and additional meetings have been held to address the concerns
expressed in this letter. See response to comment 1-10 and the letter from the Port
Administration included in Section 4 of this FEIA. Also see the response 4-4 for
additional discussion of measures to minimize pipeline damage,
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Response to Comment 6-4

The possibility of a land route, or partial land route, was seriously considered for
the reasons stated in this comment. An analysis of the advantages and disadvantag-
es was presented in the Feasibility Study (CH2M HILL 1990). The canneries rec-
ognize the potential risks and understand that the Harbor Master can only advise
ships concerning anchorage and cannot guarantee the safety of the pipe. The loca-
tion of the pipe was selected to minimize the potential of anchor drag damage and
additional protection was placed in the vicinity of Trading Point. See response to
comment 6-3 above and the letter from the Port Administration in Section 4 below.

Response to Comment 6-5

The route of the pipeline was selected to be close to the reef as the comment sug-
gests. However, the pipeline route was also selected to maintain a constant down-
ward gradient for design purposes. Thus the route of the pipeline is somewhat of a
compromise. In areas of most likely exposure to dragging anchors the pipeline is
either protected by a concrete cap or is so close to the reef that it is uniikely that jt
would be hit by a dragging anchor. The concern expressed in the comment about
the possible movement of the pipe down slope into deeper water has been consid-
ered. Makai Ocean Engineering, has provided the following list of considerations:

. The pipeline has been designed with the largest weight per foot of
length of any polyethylene pipeline designed by Makai (except for
those in extremely shallow water). The large anchor weight per foot
is used to maintain the pipe in its position after initial placement
during construction.

. The bottom material below the reef along the north side of the har-
bor is sand and silt which the weights will sink into and thus enhance
the stability of the pipeline.

o The pipeline route will be surveyed and marked to facilitate that the
pipe is deployed and positioned as intended along an acceptable
route. The contractor will submit a deployment plan prior to deploy-
ment to verify the positioning of the pipeline along the intended
route.

o The pipeline along the north side of the harbor will be additionally
anchored to padeye plates bolted to solid structure of the reef wall to
prevent the pipe from slipping or moving from its intended location
even under high wave and current conditions.

o The shallow locations of the pipeline route will be easily inspected by
divers. A post-deployment inspection is required of the contractor. If
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any evidence of movement is detected additional weights or padeye
anchors can easily be added.

. The pipeline route was selected so that a ship dragging anchor would,
in most cases, be on the reef before the anchor reached the pipe (this
is based on a scope of 2 to 3 times the water depth).

. Experience by Makai with pipelines of this type, in more exposed
locations, indicates that the pipeline will remain in position.

Response to Comment 6-6

The pipeline will not interfere with the passage of vessels in and out of the harbor
nor the safe mooring, berthing , or anchorage of vessels in the harbor. The pipeline
does pass within areas that could be used for anchorage and the possible risk is
recognized by the canneries. The Harbor Master can help to avoid problems with
anchor damage to the pipeline by advising vessels of the location of the pipeline.
However, it is recognized that the Harbor Master cannot insure or guarantee that
the pipeline will not be damaged.

Response to Comment 6-7
The proposed location for the outfall will resuit with compliance with water quality

standards, will not adversely affect protected uses of the harbor waters, and will not
result in a prohibited use of the harbor.

3-42



4. CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION UPDATE
4.1 PROJECT PERMITS

Several permits are needed before construction of the proposed joint cannery
outfall can occur. The permits and authorizations required were discussed in the
DEIA. This section presents an update to the information previously presented.
Table 5-1 in the DEIA lists these permits and actions needed for compliance with
environmental regulations.

4.1.1 Construction Permits

The principal local authority for construction is with the Land Use and Building
Permit process. At the federal level the primary authority is with the Army Corps
- of Engineers Permit.

4.1.1.1 Land Use Permit. A land use and building permit application has been
submitted to the American Samoa Economic Development Planning Office. The
Environmental Impact Assessment process is in direct support of this permit. The
DEIA was submitted to the EDPO, and this FEIA is being submitted to finalize the
EIA process, primarily by publishing comments on the DEIA and responses to
those comments in the FEIA.

A public hearing was held in American Samoa on September 5, 1991. Comments
made at the public hearing were summarized (Comment letters 1 and 2) and are
presented in Section 3 above along with the responses to those comments.

The comment letter from EDPO requested that a formal consultation with the Port
Administration and Harbor Master’s Office be conducted. This has been done and
the written response from the Port Administration is provided in the Appendix.

A parks activity permit to use a portion of Pago Pago Park as a mobilization and
staging area has been approved by the Department of Parks and Recreation on
August 19, 1991.

4.1.1.2 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Permit. Under authority granted by Section
10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1890, and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act
of 1972, a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers for construction in waters
of the United States is required for construction of the cutfall. A permit applica-
tion and a COE supplied supporting environmental form was submitted to the
Honelulu District COE office. The DEIA was also be sent as supporting informa-
tion to assist the COE with the permit application process.

The COE conducted a review and public notice of the permit application. This
process has been completed and the permit will be issued after receipt of the
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American Samoa water quality and coastal consistency certifications. The response
of the USEPA to the permit application is included in the Appendix.

4.1.1.3 Section 7 Consultations. As required under Section 7 of the National Envi-
ronmental Protection Act, the COE permit application was reviewed by the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service and the National Marine Fisheries Service. USFWS had
no comments on the permit application. NMFS reviewed the project and the COE
permit application. NMFS supports the issuance of the permit and finds that the
project is not likely to impact listed species. The letters from NMFS to COE are
provided in the Appendix.

4.1.1.4 Section 106 Consultation. Consultation with the American Samoa Historic
Preservation Office has been initiated to comply with Section 106 of the National
Historic Preservation Act. The purpose of the Section 106 consultation process is
to accommodate protection of historic resources that might otherwise be irreparably
lost or destroyed during alterations of terrain. This consultation is required of any
federally licensed or permitted activity or program. :

An initial assessment of project impacts on cultural resources, both archaeological
and historical, was done. The American Samoa SHPOQ has reviewed this assessment
and made a "no property" determination. However, some concern about potential
unexploded ordnance in the harbor was expressed. Additional research was carried
out to investigate that issue on the recommendation of the Territorial Archaeclogist.
That investigation proved inconclusive.

‘The letter from the Territorial Archaeologist, a letter requesting formal consultation
with the COE, a letter to the Naval Historical Center requesting additional informa-
tion as recommended, and the response from the Naval Historical Center are pro-
vided in the Appendix.

4.1.1.5 Coastal Zone Consistency Certification. To comply with Section 307 of the
Coastal Zone Management Act of 1972, the project is required to be consistent with
the policies of the American Samoa Coastal Management Program (ASCMP). Cer-
tification of consistency is required by the COE permit and will be issued by the
ASCMP as part of the consistency review process after receipt of the FEIA.

Compliance with this consistency requirement was documented in the form of a
letter sent to the American Samoa Economic Development Planning Office. A
letter from EDPO indicating that the consistency request is complete and is provid-
ed in the Appendix.

4.1.1.6 Water Quality Certifications. Certifications that the project is in compli-
ance with ASWQS and pertinent sections of the Clean Water Act are required.
Water quality certification is also required of any applicant for a federal permit to
conduct any activity in navigable waters. Therefore water quality certifications are
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required for both the construction and the operation of the outfall. These certif-
ications are issued by EQC. The water quality certification for construction has
been issued and is provided in the Appendix.

4.1.2 Operation Permits

The principal authorization for effluent discharge (operation) is the USEPA and the
American Samoa EQC. USEPA has permitting authority for the NPDES permit
with EQC providing review functions. For the zone of mixing permit EQC provides
the authority with USEPA filling the review role.

4.1.2.1 NPDES Permits. Under Section 402 of the Clean Water Act, a National
Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit is required for the waste-

water discharge of each cannery. Permit applications were prepared and submitted
to the USEPA.

4.1.2.2 Zone of Mixing Permit. An application for a Zone of Mixing from the
American Samoa Environmental Quality Commission has been prepared and sub-
mitted with the two canneries as joint applicants.

4.1.2.3 Coastal Zone Consistency Certification. This certification is in common
with that required for construction as described above in Sectjon 4.1.1.5. One
certification is required for the project as a whole and considers both construction
and operation.

4.1.24 Water Quality Certifications. This certification is in parallel with that
described above (Section 4.1.1.6) and will be considered for issuance after comple-
tion of this FEIA. Separate certifications are required for construction and opera-
tion of the outfall.

4.1.2.5 Other Agencies. Other agencies have been or will be contacted during the
permit application and permit processing activities. The agencies include the U.S.
Coast Guard and the American Samoa Government Port Administration. The
Coast Guard has reviewed the project. A letter from the Coast Guard is provided
in the Appendix. Review by, and consultation with, the Port Administration is
discussed above in Section 4.1.1.1.

4.2 PROJECT COORDINATION

Project coordination has been conducted with the pertinent American Samoa Gov-
ernment agencies, federal agencies, project engineers and design team (Makai
Ocean Engineers), StarKist Samoa and Samoa Packing Co. environmental project
and plant operations managers. This coordination has been via telephone and
correspondence.
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Coordination between the contractor and the Parks and Recreation Department,
the Department of Public Works, and the Department of Marine and Wildlife
Resources for activity in and access to the staging area has been requested and initi-
ated as described in the comments and responses in Section 3 above. Coordination
with the Port Administration and Harbor Masters Office has been initiated and will
continue throughout construction of the outfall as described above.
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APPENDIX

This appendix contains agency coordination and consultation correspondence refer-
enced in the text., The following items are included:

Port Administration Coordination
Leroy Ledoux to Pati Faiai, October 17, 1991

USEPA Review of COE Permit Application
Clyde A. Morris to Lt. Colonel James T. Muratsuchi, Sept. 3, 1991

NMEFS Review of COE Permit Application
E. C. Fullerton to Lt. Colonel James T. Muratsuchi, Sept. 3, 1991

NMEFS Section 7 Consultation
E. C. Fullerton to Lt. Colonel James T. Muratsuchi, Sept. 16, 1991

Section 106 Consultation
David J. Herdrich to Steven L. Costa, August 29, 1991

Section 106 Consultation
Steven L. Costa to David J. Herdrich, August 29, 1991

Section 106 Consultation/Recommendations
Steven L. Costa to Dean C. Allard, September 25, 1991

Section 106 Consultation/Recommendations
Drean C. Allard to Steven L. Costa, October 7, 1991

Coastal Consistency Certification
(Acknowledgement of Application)
Lelei Peau to Beth Hussey, August 14, 1991

Water Quality Certification
Pati Faiai to Steven Costa, September 27, 1991

U.S. Coast Guard Review
Lt. M. S. Swegles to Steve Costa, August 12, 1991



AMERICAN SAMOA GOVERNMENT

PAGO PAGO, AMERICAN SAMOA 86769 In reply rafer to:
DEPARTMENT OF PORT ADMINISTRATION MM/mado
HALBOR MASTER'S OFFICE Serndaki 160

17 0CT, 1991

To f Ma Pati Fadad:
Executive Dinecton, ASEPA
Faom : . Leroy Ledoux
Director of Port Administration
Subfect Jodnt Cannery Outfadd Profect

A meetdng was hedd ot my offdce atf 10100 a.m,, Wednesday, October
16, 1991 between officdals from boih cannerdies, a representaidve §rom
Makal Ocean Engdneerdng 1nc., a representative from ASEPA and o repre-
sentative from oun Harbon Masitern's offdice.

The Engdnnendng girm of Makal Ocean Inc. was invited to this
second meeting held here Lo clanify some of our concerns neganding the
pipeline deployment, Specifically, the {ssues concerning!

(1), Location of the plpeline in relatlion
Lo anshoange area ¥2,

(2], Potential damages Lo pipeline {§rom
~droppdng ok dragging of anchois;

(8], Coordination of Lthe Port during pipeline
Anstallation. :

Tn negard Lo the deployment of the pipeline through part of our
desdgnated anchorage area, our concerns were whether the pipeline wild
remain as designed on the eight (&) fathom barometric £ine and not fall
or sLip Lo ZLhe deeper depth of our anchorage area. 1§ this situation
does occur, Than we cannol guarantee that no dameges will be done Lo
£the pipeline. However, we were asswred by Lthe canneries fhat we will
hot be fiable fon damages and had further assurances from Lhe rephresen-
tative of the Mahai Ocean Tne, that the installation of the pipeline
will be stalation, L.e.., usdng anchoned pad-eyes fon tie-downs as well
as anchon collons and §Lexiblflity and weight of the pipe Ltself. With
these assurances, we had no ﬁu&tﬁe& comments on this Lssue.,



JoinZ Canneny Oukgalld Mrojeet
17 Ockoben, 1991
Page -2~
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We have desdgnated a siaging area as welld ab an area in Lhe waten
fon slonage of these fLoating pipes when foined and plugged., We have
requested markingd and buoys be placed Zo designate thede aneas §rom
vessel thagfic and for safely purposes. We will coondinate and moni-
ton akl vessel movements during the Lnstellation phase of the profect
and othenr assistance necessary and xequired,

We again wish Xo emphasize Lhe Amportance 04 OUL CONCEANs regana-
£ng Zhe condiddon of ouk hanbor, and for industiies to continue £o {ind
sokutions Lo make a cleaner and betten environment throughout. This
profect 48 another s2ep An 4olving our water quality standords Lo bé en-
foyed by the communities and we Look fomwasd o its completion,

Lenoy qe,daux:;

Mr. Maurndoe Callahan, Sten K{ist Samoa, Co.
Mr, Faumulna, Ddnector-DPO

M’Lu Luu PW’ CQAQM'pt"DPO

Deputy Pont Plrnecton

Harbox Masten

§iLe

Qes
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RO REGION X

75 Hawthorne Street
San Francisco, Ca. 84105
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Lieutenant Colonel James T. Muratsuchi
District Engineer
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
Honolulu District
Attn: Operations Branch
Building 230
. Ft. Shafter, Hawaii 96858-5440

Re: Public Notice Number PODCO 2199 (August 9, 1991),
Joint Cannery Outfall Line, Pago Pago Harbor, American
Samoa

Dear Lt. Colonel Muratsuchi:

This letter responds to the referenced permit
application by Star Xist Samoa and vCS Samoa Packing Company
for the construction of a joint cannery outfall pipeline to
carry wastewater from the cannery operations located in the
inrer portion of Pago Pago Harbor to the outer portion of the
harbor. The 16-inch polyethylene pipeline will be unburied,
with concrete collars used to weight the pipeline. Aas a
result, no excavation or trenching is required for the
pipeline construction. In addition, the pipeline will avoid
the fringing reefs of Pago Pago Harbor.

These comments have been prepared under the authority,
and in accordance with the provisions of the National
Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4321 et seq.) and Section
309 of the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 1857 et seqg.).

Historically, the canneries have discharged fish
processing waste in the inner harbor resulting in significant
water quality impacts. Although the canneries have reduced
their pollutant discharges to the harber, violations of
interim discharge limits established by EPA’s administrative
order have occurred. The proposed outfall and diffuser was
designed to take advantage of the water currents and
bathymetry in the harbor. Once constructed, the joint
outfall should result in improved water quality within the
harbor. Upon establishment of a mixing zone, the discharge
through the proposed outfall should not result in exceedances
of American Samoa’s water quality standards.

Printed an Recveied Paper



Based on the information contained in the public notice
and the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS), and the
fact that no significant environmental impacts are expected
as a result of the outfall construction, the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA} will not object to the issuance of a
permit.

Should you have any questions regarding our comments,
please contact James Branch at (415) 744-1601.

Sincerely,

L%aq ‘{‘—{'. \f\,—\,,__.__,"
Clyde A. Morris
Chief, Wetlands Regulatory Section

Ccc: ASEPA, American Samoa
USFWS, Honolulu
NMFS, Honolulu
PICO, Honolulu
Applicants
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" UMITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

' Mational Oceanic and Atmoaspharic Administration
| NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

douthwest Region
300 S. Ferry Street
Terminal Island, CA 90731

September 3, 1991 F/os‘g;vgg.’g:@érfw

Lieutenant Colonel James T. Muratsuchi
District Engineer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Fort Shafter, Hawall 96858-5440

Dear Lt. Colonel Muratsuchi:

The National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS) has reviewed Public
Notice No. 2199, Joint Cannery oOutfail, fago Pago Harbor,
American Samoa (dated August 9, 1%91). The applicants are Star
Kist Samoa and VCS Samoa Packlng Company. We offer the
following comments for your consideration pursuant to the Fish
and Wildlife Coordination Act.

Proposed Proiject

The applicants propose to construct a joint cannery cutfall
plpellne to carry wastewater from the cannery operations located
in the inner portion of Pago Pago Harbor to the outer portion of
the harbor. The pipeline will be a 16-inch diameter high density
polyethylene pipe. Concrete collars would be used to weight the
plpellne which will be unburied, and no excavation or trenching
is required for the outfall constructlon. The pipeline will be
located at water depths between 30 feet and 180 feet and will
avoid the coral reef frlnglng the harbor. The proposed
construction staglng area is Pago Pago Park, an upland area
adjacent to the inner harbor,

The proposed joint cannery outfall will replace two existing
shorter outfalls for Star Kist Samoca and Samca Packing Company
which are presently discharging into Pago Pago Harbor. The joint
outfaili is aealgneu te convey wastewater from the canneries to
the outer harbor in an effort to improve effluent dilution and
water quality within the harbor.

NMFS Comments

NMFS has reviewed the project during development of the draft
Environmental Impact Assessment (EIA) which accompanied the
permit application. As stated in our comments on the Draft EIA
(Appendix A, page A-3,4), NMFS has long been concerned with the
poor water quality and degraded benthic habitats within inner
Pago Pago Harbor. The two existing tuna canneries have been a
major contributor to the problem. We would prefer that no
wastewater be discharged into the marine environment, however we




realize that this is not a practical option for the canneries at
this time. Consequently NMFS supports the subject project which
will remove a major source of pellution from the inner harbor.
Effluent dilution and flushing action are much greater in the
outer harbor which will serve to improve water guality and aid in
restoring fishery habitat throughout the harbor.

It is our understanding that the proposed lé-inch diameter
pipeline will be routed from the existing cannery outfalls to the
bottom of the harbor where it will be placed in water depths of
30 to 180 feet. The pipeline will run parallel to the shallow
reef flat at the north end of the harbor, ending in a diffuser
near Anasosopo Point in 180 feet of water. Therefore the coral

reef habitat will be avoided and no trenching will be required.

In light of the above, NMFS concurs with the proposed activity
and supports issuance of a permit for the project providing every
effort is made to minimize turbidity during pipeline deployment.

Sincerely yours,

. FulleFton
Regional Director

cc: F/SWR13, Naughton
FWS, Honolulu
EPA, Region 9 (E-4)
CMR, Am. Samoa
CZM, Am. Samoa
EPA, Am. Samoa



URITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Mational Oceanic and Atmoapherio Administration

NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVIDE
Boutiwwest ie&ion

300 South Ferry Street
Terminal Island, Callfornia 90731

September 16, 1991 F/SWR33:ETN

Lt. Colonel James T. Muratsuchi
Dlstrict Engineer

U.8. Army Corps of Enginsers
Fort sShafter, HT G6858-5440

Dear Lt. Colonel Muratsuchi:

This concerns the Endangered Spacies Act coordination
raquiremants for a permit application to construct a cannery
outfall pipeline and dQiffuser at Pago, American Samoa (File No.
PODCO 2199). The list of species provided to the consultants who
prepared the draft environmental impact assessment (EIfA) for tha
project still remaine accurata,

Wa hava reviewed the Public Notice and the draft EIA and find
that the project as proposed will not likely affect any listed
species found near or around the projeoct site. Critical habitat
has not been designated or proposed for any listed species in
American Samoa.

This coneludes the Section 7 consultation process for thia
proposed activity. Consultation must be reinitiated if: 1) new
information becomes available revealing effects of the project on
listed apecies that were not previously considered; 2) the
project is subsequently modified in manner that causes an affaat
to listed species that was not considered; 3) or if a new species
or critical habitat is designated that may be affected by the
project. Please contact Mr. Eugene T. Nitta, Pacific Area Office
directly (808/955-8831) if you have any further questions.

Sinceraly,

E < Julleslps.

E. ¢. Pullerton
Regicnal Director

cos  F/SWR3Z -~ Nitta
EPA Region 9 (E-~4)




AMERICAN SAMOA GOVERNMENT
PAGO PAGD, AMERICAN SAMOA 95799 In Faply radar e

DEPARTMENT 0OF PARKE AND RECREATION Serial:245-91

August 29, 1991

Mr. Steven L. Costa

Froject Manager

CHZM Hill

6425 Christie Avenue, Suite 500
Emeryville, CA, B4 B0E

Subject: Joint Cannary Outfall, Section LOA
"No Property' Determination

Dear Mr. Costa:

Thank you for your letter ef July 15, 1991 concerning the joint cannery
outfall project proposed by Starkist Samca, Inc. &nd Samoa Packing Company.
I have read your letter and reviewed the project description and sids-scan-
ning radar material you included.

It is my opinion, given the material available, that a "no property"
determination, in accordamce with 36 CFR Par B00.4 (d), would be appro-
priate for the project. The documentation you have provided indicates that
there are no properties inm the project areas and it is unlikely that any
properties will be discovered during the implementation of the undertaking.

Although it seems unlikely that any properties will be discovered
during the project there is one issue, that of unexploded ordnance, that you
may wish to research more thoroughly to ensure that no accidents occur.

I have conducted further rescarch concerning the Japanese attack on
Pago Pago Harbor amd all preliminary indicatioms are that the shells fell on
the Utulei side of the harbor. (I have enclosed three accounts of the attack)
None of these accounts, however, are the primary sources; hence, one canmot
be certzin that a stray shell did not land in the project area,

In addition, there is an account (also enclosed) that target practice
involving the 6" guns on Breskers and Blunts Points took place in the harbor
area. Again, this raises the potential for unexploded ordnmance in the pro- -
ject area.

We, therefore, recommend that additional research be conducted to obtain
primary source reports in order to rule cut or confirm the presence of unex-
ploded crdnance in the project area.



In that regard, we reccommend that you try to locate the document high-
lighted on enclosure number -ii-. Mr. Dean C. Allard, Director of the Naval
Historical Center im Washington should be able to assist you. His address
is below.

Dr. Dean C. Allard, Director
Haval Historical Center
Washington Wavy Yard
Washington, DC 20374-5071

In additiom, this office 1s currently conducting a survey of the entire
island of Tutuila for unexploded ordnance and hazardous waste. 1If our
contractor recovers any relevant Informacion we will forward it to you.

Sincerely, kiﬁILt}ax;{djt_\

Navid J. Herdrich
Territorial Archaeologist

cc: Norman Wei/Starkist Seafood Company
James Cox/Van Camp Seafood Company
Andrew Resnick/Makai Ocean Engineering
Sheila Wiegman/ASEPA



tngineers

Planners
Economists
Scientists

September 25, 1991

PDX30702.PA.PR

Mr. David J. Herdrich

Territorial Archaeologist
Department of Parks and Recreation
American Samoa Government

Pago Pago, American Samoa 96799

Re: State Historic Preservation Officer Concurrance With No
Affected Property Determination for the Joint Cannery
Cutfall Project, Pago Pago Harbor, American Samoa

Dear Mr. Herdrich;

Thank you very much for your timely and through review of the
joint cannery outfall project and any potential impacts on
historical and archaeological rescurces. T have supplied a copy
of your letter of August 29, 1991 to Ruby Mizue, U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers, Honolulu District, for purposes of providing the
documentation of a SHPO determination of "no property affectedn
in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.4(d). The COE requires
Section 106 coordination for this project under Section 10, of
the Rivers and Harbors Act.

If your letter of August 29, 1991 does not suffice for the
purpose of SHPO review I would greatly appreciate it if you would
send a separate letter or have the State Historic Preservation
Officer send a letter directly to the COE on this matter.

I have fellowed up with a request to Dr. Dean Allard concerning
the de-classified document relating to unexpleded ordnance in
Pago Pago Harbor. I will forward a copy of his response as soon
as it becomes available. Thank you very much for the

additional documentation on the historical shelling attacks and
other naval military activity in Pago Pago Harbor. The safety
issue of unexploded ordnance will be passed on to StarKist and
Van Camp and the design engineer (Makai Ocean Engineering) for
the project. The pipeline route will be flagged with bouys set
by divers before the pipeline is placed on the bottom. The

CHZM HILL San Francisco Office 8425 Christie Avenue, Suite 500 415.052.2426
Emeryville, CA 94608 Fax 415.652.0482



Costa to Herdrich/ page 2
September 25, 1991
PDX30702.PA.PR

divers will be able to inspect the general condition of the
bottom and be able to identify any unexploded ordnance that may
pose a safety problem.

If you have any additional comments or concerns regarding the
joint cannery outfall project please fell free to contact me.

Sincerely,

CH2M HILL

| SR E

Steven L. Costa
Project Manager

cc: Ruby Mizue/COE
Lelei Peau/ASCMP
Sheila Weigman/ASEPA
Norman Wei/Starkist Seafood Company
James Cox/Van Camp Seafood Company -



Engineers
Planners

Em Fconomists

Scientists

September 25, 1991

PDX30702.PA.PR

Dr. Dean C. Allard

Director

Naval Historical Center
Washington Navy Yard
Washington, D.C. 20374-5071

Re: Request For Document Concerning Unexploded Ordnance,
Pago Pago Harbor, Tutuila, American Samoa

Dear Dr. Allard;

In the course of obtaining permits for the construction and
operation a joint cannery outfall the issue of hazards posed by
unexploded ordnance in Pago Pago Harbor, Tutuila, American Samoa
has been raised. Mr. David Herdrich, Territorial Archaeclogist,
Department of Parks and Recreation, American Samoca Government has
reviewed the outfall construction project. The project will
result in the construction of an 8400 foot long pipeline and
diffuser to replace two short wastewater outfalls operated by the
tuna canneries in Pago Pago Harbor.

Mr. Herdrich has made the determination that there are no
historical or archaeolcgical properties that will be affected by
the project. 1In his review (see attached letter} Mr. Herdrich
indicated that there exists the possibility that unexploded
ocrdnance may exist in Pago Pago Harbor. This unexploded ordnance
could pose a safety hazard during the physical placement of the
outfall pipeline.

Mr. Herdrich is of the opinion that a certain declassified
document may help in determining the location of any unexploded
ordnance. The document title is as follows:

Comdt NavSta Tutuila Secret Serial 085 dated 9 'February
1842 to Cincpac

Mr. Herdrich indicated that you may be able to help in the
location of this document. If this document is available I would
like to receive a copy for myself and Mr. Herdrich to review.

CH2ZM HILL San Francisco Office 6425 Christie Aveniue, Suite 500 415.652,2426
Emenyville, CA 94508 Fax 415.652.0482



Costa to Allard
Page 2 of 2
September 25, 1991
PDX30702.PA.PR

In our background research for determining the correct position for
the outfall we conducted a side-scan sonar trace of harbor bottom
in the vicinity of the pipeline route. No large objects other

than rock formations were discovered. - The contract documents for
the project indicate that the pipeline route will be flagged with
bouys by divers prior to placement of the pipeline. Although the
purpose of the flagging is to facilitate the proper alignment of
the pipeline the divers will have the ability to inspect the

entire pipeline route for any safety hazards including unexploded
ordnance.

Thank you for your time and assistance in this regquest. If you

have any gquestions concerning the project please contact me at
(415) 654-2426 ext 2251.

Sincerely,
CH2M HILL

S LU

Steven IL.. Costa
Project Manager



DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY

NAVAL HISTORICAL CENTER
WASHINGTON NAVY YARD
WASHINGTON, D, C. 20374-0871 IN REPLY REFER TC

5750
Ser AR/209%4
October 7, 1991

Mr. Steven L. Costa

Project Manager

CHZM Hill

6425 Christie Avenue, Suite 500
Emeryville, CA 94608

Dear Mr., Costar

This replies to your letter of September 25, requesting
information concerning unexploded ordnance in Pago Pago Harbor,
Tutuila, American Samoa during World War II.

Unfortunately, our Archives does not have the document
entitled "Comdt NavSta Tutuila to CINCPAC" (Secret Serial 085)
for the February 9, 1942 period among its heldings. Therefore, I
suggest that you contact the Military Reference Branch, U.S.
National Archives, Washington, DC 20408. That branch may hold
more pertinent information concerning this particular document in
the collection known as the CINCPAC Flag Files. 1In addition, you
may wish to contact the Naval Facilities Engineering Command-
Archives, Port Hueneme, CA 93043. That office may have more
information concerning unexploded ordnance at Pago Pagc Harbor in
its custody.

Your interest 'in naval history is appreciated and I hope
that this information will be helpful to vour research.

Sincerely,

Wepon U oo
" DEAN C. ALLARD



U.S. Deportment Commander {oan) ) Prince Kalanianaole
- i Fourteenth Coast Guard District Federal Building
300 Ala Moana Blwd.
Honolulu, Hawali 96850-4982
Phone: (B808) 541-231%

of Transportation

United States
Coast Guard

16500
Serial 32422

1 2 AUG 1991

Mr. Steve Costa
Project Manager

CH2M Hill

6425 Christie Avenue
Emeryville, CA 94608

Dear Mr. Costa:

I have reviewed vour Draft Environmental Impact Assessment for
the Joint Cannery Outfall Project in Pago Pago Harbor, American
Samoa and find that the project has no impact on the Office of
Aids to Navigation areas of interest. We will forward the Draft
Environmental Impact Assessment to the USCG Liaison Officer in
Samoa for his review. Thank you for providing us with the
opportunity to comment on this project.

My point of contact is LT Michael Swegles at (808) 541-2315.

Sincerely,

D7 Ly

Lieutenant, U. S. Coast Guard

Chief, short Range Aids

Fourteenth Coast Guard District

By direction of the District Commander



AMERICAN SAMCA GOVERNMENT

PAGO PAGO, AMERICAN SAMOA 96799 IEérﬁﬂ.v refer te:
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PLANNING OFFICE SERIAL # 0490
August 14, 1991
Beth Hussey
Environmental Sciences Department
CH2MHill ‘

6425 Christie Avenue, Suite 500
Emeryville, CA 94608

Dear Ms. Hussey:

This is in response to your letter dated July 15, 1991 (ref: PDX30702.PA.PR)
regarding consistency determination for the proposed joint outfall for StarKist
Samoa and Samoa Packing in American Samoa.

I have reviewed the project description as contained in Steve Costa's July 15,
1991 Memorandum to File, and the Summary of ... Project Compliance with the
ASCMP Objectives, as contained in your letter, and hereby notify you that your
consistency request is complete pending receipt of the EIA. Upon receipt of the
EIA, a public hearing on the project will be conducted (in coordination with other
relevant ASG agencies) and any comments received will be incorporated for our
determination of consistency with the ASCMP objectives. Please be assured that
we will endeavor to make timely our consistency decision following the public
hearing, the date for which will be determined upon receipt of the EIA.

As for permits, [ encourage CH2MHIill (on behalf of the two canneries) to submit
application for a local Land Use/Building Permit at this office in conjunction with
submittal of the EIA. All federal permit applications may be submitted at the
same time, and should be done so as soon as possible in order to allow for
adequate processing time.

If you have any questions concerning the above please feel free to contact
Richard Volk of my staff at 684-633-5155,

Sincerely,

%z'/z;;z/ L

elei Peau
/ ASCMP Manager

cc Richard Volk, Environmental Planner, ASCMP
Pati Fai'ai, Director, ASEPA
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PAGO PAGO, AMERICAN SAMOA 96799 In reply refer 161

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
Serial: 406
September 27, 1991

Steven Costa

CH2M Hill

6425 Christie Avenue
Emeryville, California 94608

Dear Mr. Costa:

I have reviewed your request for water quality certification for construction of the joint cannery
outfall located in the outer portion of Pago Pago harbor. This project is consistent with the
protected uses for Pago Pago harbor as provided for in the American Samoa Water Quality
Standards. This project is also in compliance with sections 301,302,303,306, and 307 of the
Clean Water Act, and certification is hereby given.

. Bvery effort should be made to reduce turbidity in Pago Pago Harbor during construction of the
outfall. Efforts should be made to minimize any soil erosion in Pago Pago Park as a result of
the land construction phase.

Sincerely,

N

Pati Faiai, Executive Secretary
Environmental Quality Commission

cc: Pat Young, ASEPA
Environmental Coordinator, ASEPA
Enforcement Branch, ASEPA
Maurice Callaghan, Star Kist Samoa
Michael macready, Samoa Packing






